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As an initial matter Applicant notes that Examiner rejects Claims 30, 31, 
H-36, 4 53, and 54 under 3 ' 1 ! t paragraph s failing to comply with the 

enablement requirement. Applicant respectfully asserts that this rejection is now moot as a. 
result of (he current amendment to Claim 30. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of Claims 30, 31, 34-36, 42, 53, and 54 under 35 US.C. 
§ 112, fkst paragraph. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 30, 31, 34-36, 42, 53, and 54 under 35 
\ v < >(a) as bein unpatentable over US. Patent No. 6,286,185 to Ramsauer 
("Ramsauer") in view of US. Patent No. 1,538,320 to GuOong ("Guilong") and U.S. Patent- 
No. 3,583,736 to Willimzik ("Whmzik"). 

Claim 30 stands currently amended to require that "an axis of the spring is 
arranged along a plane located between the two holding elements". This amendment is 
supported by Figs. 19F-19H. 

Claims 1-29, 37, and 39 stand previously canceled. Claims 32, 33, 38, 40, 41, 
43-52, and 55-58 stand previously withdrawn. Claims 30-36, 38, and 40-58 are currendy 
pending The following remarks are considered by applicmr to overcome each of the 
Exankner's ouiscandmg rejections to current Claims 30, 31, 34 -36, 53, and 54. An early 

N >t ee it M < s t e t j J C 

I. Any Nex t Action Cannot Be Marked Final 

During a teleconference wkh Examiner held on October 31, 201 1, Examiner 
confirmed that an RCE would be required in order to enter the above amendment to 
Claim 30. Accordingly, an RCE has been filed concurrently herewith. Therefore, Applicant 
notes that any next Office Action by Examine* cannot be marked final. 

H, Summary of Relevant Law 

fhe determin tion o! >vi mess rests >n whe nt itson 

i whole would have ->ten _b v i xts i < ? 4i n t i 

invention was made. In determining obviousness, four factors should be weighed: (1) the 
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< >r art fft uicts between r < 

issue, (3) the level, of ordinary skill in the art, and (4) -whatever objective evidence may be 
present. Obviousness may not be established using hindsight or in view of the teachings or 
- o i m >t hi invei toi It an nei irties th burden under 35 1 S.C _ 103 > 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness and must show that die references relied on 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of the claims. 

III. Rejection of Claims 30, 31, 34-36. 53, and 54 Under 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) Base d on Ramsauer In View of Gullong and Willimzik 

On page 3 of the current Office Action, the b'.xaminer rejects Claims 30, 31, 
34-36, 53, and 54 pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ramsauer in 
view of Gullong and Wilhm/ik. T hese rejections are respectfully traversed and believed 
overcome in view of the following discussion, 

Amended independent Claim 30 now states, in part: 

"wherein an axis of the spring is arranged along a plane 
located between the two holding elements." 
(emphasis added). 

The configuration required above is shown in Figs. 19F-19H of the current 
Application, and results in a symmetrical arrangement of the spring with respect to the 
rectangular space formed by the openings or breakthroughs of the holding elements. This 
symmetrical arrangement increases the stability of the holding elements and spring for 
handling purposes. See Application, f [0106]. 

Conversely to the above requirement of Claim 30, Figs. 2 and 5 of Willimzik 
clearly shows that the spring 20 is asymmetrically arranged with respect to the space 
formed b die rw< slid v , xats 10 and 1 1. In >ther words, the axis of the spring 20 of 

s not arra ig the plane loc k t 1 it 

11, but rather is offset from this plane. As a result the structure of the spring 20 and metal 
plates 1, 12 is unstable when handled outside the housing 4, since only half of the cross 
section of spring 20 is supported. For this reason alone, it is impossible to combine the 
teachings of die cited references so as to arrive at the invention of Claim 30. 
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It appears that uonc of the actual hinge citations show a manageable unit 
comprising three parts- thereby solving the objec i the in \ 

11 tj 000 tli ^ \ppli< itic n i vot parts \ ik 1 e drop into a 

switch cupboard and cause short cuts. In this regard, the hinge of Claim 30 has four loose 
parts, before pre- mounting: one hinge part (16, 18); one spring (42, 1 142); and two holding 
elements (36, 1 156). After pre-mounting the spring and the holding elements, there remain 
only two parts (i.e., the pte-mounted part and the hinge part) 

In addition, Applicant reasserts that none of the cited references, either 
alone or in combination, teach or suggest the first and second smooth inclined surfaces of 
the holding elements of Claim 30 for reasons made of record in the prior December 29, 
2010 Amendment/Response, More specifically, Willimzik teaches that the surfaces of the 
latch-bolts 10, 11 which contact the respective surfaces 14, 15 of the two abutment lugs 16, 
17 so as to support the latch-bolts 10, 11 are parallel to each other. Thus, Willimzik teaches 
configuring latch-bolts to apply direct pressure force, similarly to the configuration of 
Gullong.This means that combining the teachings of Willimzik (which teaches a surface 
configured so as to apply direct pressure, and notMciidml pressure of a smooth 
inclined surface) with those of Gulbng would arrive at a device with holding elements 
which have a first parallel surface "which, when assembled, contacts the rim or edge of the 
opening so as to support the body part on the rim or edge of the opening". As such, it is 
Impossible to combine the teachings of the cited references to arrive, at the first and second 
surfaces of the holding elements of Claim 30 which are both (1) smooth and (2) inclined 
with respect to the plane of the thin wall Accordingly Applicant respectfully asserts that 
no amendments to Claim 30 arc necessary to distinguish it over the current cited art. 

Accordingly for all of the reasons discussed above, Applicant respectfully 
asserts thai h « liner has failed to establish -a prima facie case of obviousness of independent 
Claim 30, and corresponding Claims 31, 34-36, 42, 53, and 54 because they are each 
ultimately dependent from Claim 30. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that 
Examiner remove the rejection of Claims 30, 31, 34-36, 42, 53, and 54 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,286,185 to Ramsauer m view of US. 
Patent No. 1,538,320 to Guilong and US. Patent No. 3,583,736 to Willimzik. 
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IV. Withdrawn Claims 32, 33, 38, 40 T 41, 43~52 T and 55-58 

Claims 32, 33, 38 40 11, 43-52, and i ^ i 1 i i 1 dq endent 

from independent Claim 30. As Claim 30 is allowable, so must be Claims 32, 33, 38, 40, 41, 
43-52, and 55-58. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully asserts that Claims 32, 33, 38, 40, 41, 
43-52, and 55-58 are now in allowable form. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests 
Examiner rejoin and allow currently withdrawn Claims 32, 33, 38, 40, 41, '13-52, and 55-58. 

Based upot t c tbov< ren irks * >p nt respectf eq ests 
reconsideration of this application and its early allowance. Should the Examiner feel that a 
I'tjlrs t ni , < i q L te'c j ii of tin 

application, die Examiner is urged to contact him at the number indicated below. 

Respect fully submitted, 

/Joseph W. Treioar/ 

Eugene LeDonne - Reg. No. 35,930 
Joseph W: Treioar - Reg. No. 60,975 
FKommbr Lawrence & Havg llp 
745 Fifth Avenue 
New York, NY 10151 
Tel.; 212.588.0800 
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